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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: IDS filed on April 26, 2004 to the 
application filed on October 22, 2001. 

2. Claims 1-28 are pending. Claims 1, 8, 1 1, 14, 18, 22 and 26-28 are independent claims. 

3. Acknowledgement is made to applicant's claim for priority to U.S. Application Serial 
No. 09/904271, filed on July 11, 2001 & U.S. Provisional Application Serial No. 60/242278, 
filed on October 20, 2000. 

Drawings 

4. The examiner has accepted the Drawings filed on October 22, 2001 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-6 & 8-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vaithilingam (U.S. 6,41 1,724, filed Jul 2, 1999) in view of Benitez (U.S. 6,847,980, filed Jun 30, 
2000). 
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Regarding Independent claims 1, 8 & 11, Vaithilingam teaches a computerized method 
of encoding multimedia content descriptions for a specific application domain 
comprising: obtaining an instance document that encodes the descriptions of multimedia 
content for a general application domain (column 4, lines 66-67 & column 5, lines 1-20, 
wherein the multimedia content associated with descriptors are obtained and extracted.); 
Vaithilingam fails to teach the transformation from a general application domain to a 
specific application domain. Benitez teaches transforming the instance document from 
the general application domain to the specific application domain by mapping from a 
general application namespace to a specific application namespace (column 12, lines 27- 
67, wherein the document represented by descriptors for the multimedia pertains to a 
generic and a specific descriptor. The mapping involves the general description of objects 
mapped to specific objects). Vaithilingam and Benitez are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of representing multimedia content with descriptors. At 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include the transformation from a general application domain to a specific 
application domain. The motivation for doing so would have been to improve clarity 
between distributed definitions by adding specific descriptors to generic objects. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Benitez with 
Vaithilingam for the benefits of allowing the mapping from a general domain to a 
specific domain using specific descriptors with generic objects. 
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Regarding Dependent claims 2, 9 & 12, Vaithilingam teaches creating a binary 
instance document from the transformed instance document (column 6, lines 45-65, 
wherein the meta-descriptor representing the content within the document is in a binary 
format). 

Regarding Dependent claims 3, 10 &13, Vaithilingam teaches deriving a frequency 
table from the specific application namespace; and using the frequency table to encode 
the binary instance document (column 8, lines 5-67, wherein a table representing the 
multimedia information is derived from the specific namespace representing content and 
is used with meta-descriptors. The descriptors are associated with the namespace using a 
binary format) 

Regarding Dependent claims 4, Vaithilingam fails to teach the association between the 
specific and the general namespace. Benitez teaches wherein the specific application 
namespace includes elements in the general application namespace (See figure 8 & 
column 12, lines 5-27, wherein the specific objects include elements within the generic 
object namespace). Vaithilingam and Benitez are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor of representing multimedia content with descriptors. At the time 
of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the transformation from a general application domain to a specific application 
domain. The motivation for doing so would have been to improve clarity between 
distributed definitions by adding specific descriptors to generic objects. Therefore it 
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would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Benitez with Vaithilingam for the 
benefits of allowing the mapping from a general domain to a specific domain using 
specific descriptors with generic objects. 

Regarding Dependent claim 5, Vaithilingam teaches wherein the general application 
namespace is defined by a data description language specified by MPEG-7 (column 1 1 , 
lines 4-46, wherein the multimedia data are described using MPEG-7). 

Regarding Dependent claim 6, Vaithilingam fails to teach the use of a description 
language for describing the specific namespace. Benitez teaches wherein the specific 
application namespace is defined by an application specific description language 
(column 12, lines 27-67, wherein both the generic and specific object are represented by 
different meta-descriptors therefore the specific namespace is represented by a 
description language pertaining to a specific application namespace). Vaithilingam and 
Benitez are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
representing multimedia content with descriptors. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the transformation 
from a general application domain to a specific application domain. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to improve clarity between distributed definitions by adding 
specific descriptors to generic objects. Therefore it would have been obvious to combine 
the teachings of Benitez with Vaithilingam for the benefits of allowing the mapping from 
a general domain to a specific domain using specific descriptors with generic objects. 
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Regarding Independent claim 14, 18 & 22, Vaithilingam teaches creating, by the 
server, a binary instance document from the transformed instance document; and 
transmitting, by the server, the binary instance document to the client upon request from 
the client (column 6, lines 45-65, wherein the created binary representation of the 
document described by binary meta-descriptors is transmitted to a client from the server). 
Vaithilingam fails to teach the transformation from a general domain to a specific 
domain. Benitez teaches transforming, by a server, an instance document from a general 
application domain to the specific application domain, wherein the instance document 
encodes the descriptions of multimedia content in the general application domain 
(column 12, lines 27-67, wherein the document represented by descriptors for the 
multimedia pertains to a generic and a specific descriptor. The mapping involves the 
general description of objects mapped to specific objects). Vaithilingam and Benitez are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of representing 
multimedia content with descriptors. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the transformation from a 
general application domain to a specific application domain. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to improve clarity between distributed definitions by adding specific 
descriptors to generic objects. Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the 
teachings of Benitez with Vaithilingam for the benefits of allowing the mapping from a 
general domain to a specific domain using specific descriptors with generic objects. 
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Regarding Dependent claims 15, 21 & 25, Vaithilingam teaches receiving, by the client, 
the binary instance document from the server; and recreating, by the client, the 
transformed instance document from the binary instance document (column 6, lines 45- 
65, wherein the binary document represented by binary meta-descriptors is received by a 
client and decoded from the binary format). 

Regarding Dependent claims 16, 19 & 23, Vaithilingam fails to teach the mapping of a 
general to a specific namespace. Benitez teaches wherein transforming the instance 
document comprises: mapping from a general application namespace to a specific 
application namespace (column 12, lines 5-67, wherein the mapping of a generic object 
to a specific object is described). Vaithilingam and Benitez are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of representing multimedia content with 
descriptors. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the transformation from a general application domain 
to a specific application domain. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
improve clarity between distributed definitions by adding specific descriptors to generic 
objects. Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Benitez with 
Vaithilingam for the benefits of allowing the mapping from a general domain to a 
specific domain using specific descriptors with generic objects. 

Regarding Dependent claim 17, 20 & 24, Vaithilingam teaches deriving, by the server, 
a frequency table from the specific application namespace; and using, by the server, the 
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frequency table to encode the binary instance document (See fig 3 & column 8, lines 5- 
67, wherein a table representing the content description is shown. In addition the 
descriptors are represented in a binary format). 

Regarding Independent claims 26-28, Vaithilingam teaches receiving, by the client, a 
binary instance document (column 6, lines 45-65, wherein the client receives the 
document with the binary encoded meta descriptors describing the multimedia content). 
However Vaithilingam fails to teach the transformation between the specific and general 
application domain. Benitez teaches recreating, by the client, a transformed instance 
document from the binary instance document, wherein the transformed instance 
document encodes the descriptions of multimedia content in the specific application 
domain as a result of transforming an instance document that encodes the descriptions of 
multimedia content in a general application domain (See figure 3 & column 12, lines 27- 
67, wherein the document represented by descriptors for the multimedia pertains to a 
generic and a specific descriptor. The mapping involves the general description of objects 
mapped to specific objects). Vaithilingam and Benitez are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavor of representing multimedia content with descriptors. At 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include the transformation from a general application domain to a specific 
application domain. The motivation for doing so would have been to improve clarity 
between distributed definitions by adding specific descriptors to generic objects. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Benitez with 



Application/Control Number: 10/044,861 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2178 

Vaithilingam for the benefits of allowing the mapping from a general domain to a 
specific domain using specific descriptors with generic objects. 

7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vaithilingam (U.S. 

6,41 1,724, filed Jul 2, 1999) in view of Benitez (U.S. 6,847,980, filed Jun 30, 2000) further in 

view of Huang (U.S. 6,593,936, filed Feb 1, 2000). 

Regarding Dependent claim 7, Vaithilingam teaches the representation of multimedia 
content using meta-descriptors (Abstract). Vaithilingam fails to teach the transformation 
from a general application domain to a specific application domain. Benitez teaches the 
transformation using generic object and specific object representations for encoding 
multimedia content (column 12, lines 27-67). However Benitez fails to teach the use of 
an extensible markup language with a style-sheet for the representation of the table for 
performing the mapping between the namespaces. Huang discloses wherein the mapping 
is defined in an extensible markup language style-sheet translation document (column 7, 
lines 20-67, wherein the descriptors are represented using extensile markup language 
therefore it is inherent that the table used to perform the mapping between the namespace 
includes the use of XSLT with XML). At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the use of a style-sheet 
translation document for representing the multimedia content descriptors. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to allow a more standard representation of 
descriptors by using an extensible markup language. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings of Huang with Benitez and Vaithilingam for the 
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benefits of allowing the mapping of namespace descriptors in a standard and self- 
describing format using XML with style-sheets. 

References to specific columns, figures or lines should not be limiting in any way. The 

entire reference provides disclosure related to the claimed invention. 

f 

Other Prior Art Cited 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• Signes (U.S. 6,195, 088) discloses "Method And System For Controlling 
Multimedia Streams using Dynamic Prototypes" 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Manglesh M. Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-5937. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M,F 8:30-6:00 T,TH 8:30-3:00 Wed 8:30-7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen S. Hong can be reached on (571)272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Manglesh M. Patel 
Patent Examiner 
November 9, 2005 
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